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Introduction 

From November 1994 to April 1996 a maJor legislative battle took place between 

Congress and the Executive Branch over the issue of restructunng the foreign affarrs agencies. 

Specifically, Congress proposed mergmg three small agencies--the United States Information 

Agency (USIA), United States Agency for International Development (USAID), and the Arms 

Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA)--into the Department of State This paper wrll focus 

specifically on Congress’s attempt to consohdate foreign assistance mto the State Department and 

ehrmnate USAID. It will take as its point of departure the miuatrve by Senate Foreign Relatrons 

Comn&ee (SFRC) Chairman Jesse Helms (R-NC) to abolish USAID, sharply reduce US fundmg 

for foreign assrstance by ehminating development ard, and place the responsrbrhty for 

humanrtarran and emergency assistance programs drrectly under the Secretary of State The 

discussron below wrll examine how a number of factors such as Junsdrctronal disputes between 

appropnatrons and authorizatron commrttees, confusion over the purpose of consolrdauon as 

being budgetary or polrcy-driven, the issue’s drsproportronate complexrty to the pohucal benefit 

to be gamed from supporung it, and simply Helms’s own style in pushing the Issue, all undermmed 

Its prospects for success It will also examine Executive Branch strategy to resist and ultimately 

defeat this inmauve through an unwrlhngness to engage in a dialogue with Congress on foreign 

affarrs restructuring, threats of Presrdentral vetoes at key Junctures, and the astute use of pubhc 

speeches and press placements by USAID to compel the Department of State and key White 

House staff to pubbcly close ranks and oppose consolrdatron. 

Consolidation: The Genesis (Nov. 1994-March 1995) 

Merging foreign affarrs functrons in mformauon, arms control and foreign assistance was 

not a new dea that sprang from the mrnd of Jesse Helms In fact, in late 1992, the Admmistranon 



released a report entrtled State 2000 that explored the idea of such a consohdatron. Bnan 

Atwood, as an undersecretary of State at the trme, officially forwarded the report to Congress.’ 

More recently, after the Republican capture of Congress in November 1994, staff of the 

National Performance Review m the Vice President’s Office, and White House pohtical strategists 

in assessrng the rmpact of the electron concluded that radical changes m government structure 

would be necessary to recover public support for the Admuustratron Remvennng government, 

whrch Vrce Presrdent Gore had directed from the begmmng of the Adnnmstratron, took on greater 

importance. At about this time, State Department officials, notably Strobe Talbott and Crarg 

Johnstone (State’s chief budget officer), began to draft proposals on how to merge the other 

forergn affarrs agencies rnto the Department. Johnstone’s role as a primary drafter of these 

proposals suggests that budget pressures may have been a dnving force since State’s salaries and 

expenses budget was under severe strain. It 1s also possible that State was havmg informal 

conversauons wrth Steve Berry of Sen Helms’s staff. Berry, who had been a Bush political 

appointee m the Department, and who was not known to be as antrpathetrc to foreign assistance 

as was Sen Helms, seized upon the consolidation idea as the baas for developing a legislative 

proposal for the new SFRC chairman 2 Berry was the mtellectual leader, and enlisted a House 

colleague (Gardner Peckham) who helped draft a sinular proposal for House Intemattonal 

Relatrods Cornmrttee (HIRC) Charrman Ben Gilrnan (R-NY) Berry’s objective (which Gilman’s 

staff did not share wrth the same fervor) was to restructure the foreign pohcy apparatus to ensure 

better coordmanon between policy and program m a post Cold War environment. 

By rrud-December, State had developed a consolrdatron plan and Chnstopher proposed it 

be vetted by the NPR. USAID did not have the opportunity to comment on or even review the 

plan rn advance, somethrng viewed by its sensor management as a classic bureaucratrc end run 

Although Christopher did not exphcitly endorse the plan, it was clear he was enthusiastrc about rt 
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The fact that Sen. Mitch McConnell (R-Tenn), the new chairman of the Senate Appropnatrons 

subcomrrnttee m charge of the foreign assrstance account, also announced a proposal to abolish 

USAID and consohdate rts functrons mto State convmced Christopher and his staff that an 

Adrnrnistratron plan had to be developed quickly so as not to lose the imhatrve 3 

On January 6, an NPR meetmg was called on short nouce to discuss the State proposal. 

In the rnterim, Helms had rebuked McConnell’s plan by assertmg the latter’s usurpahon of the 

authonzmg comnuttee’s prerogatrves and assunng that McConnell’s bill would never get a 

heanng in the SFRC4 IIronrcally, at about this tune Helms hrmself was tig the unusual step of 

stepping on the turf of his HIRC counterpart Ben Gilman (R-NY) by going directly to Speaker 

Newt Gmgrich to propose a coordinated effort on foreign affarrs restructunng in both houses of 

Congress. Gmgnch agreed and made it clear to Ben Grlman that thrs would be hrs comrnrttee’s 

contnbutron to the Contract with Amenca’s goal of deficit reductron and smaller government 

Grlman, a moderate and past supporter of forergn assrstance, reahzed that to keep hrs 

chaumanship he would have to produce a bill along the hnes the Speaker requested.5 

Meanwhrle, the Vice President’s office held two more NPR meetrngs on January 6 and 10, 

1995. They were rancorous, with AID Adn-unistrator Atwood and ACDA Admimstrator Holum 

accusrng the State Department (and specrfrcally Chnstopher) of not bemg forthcommg about 

plans for consohdatron Vehement opposrtron to their proposal surpnsed State officials attending 

the NPR meetings. The affected agencies also presented papers detarhng the reasons why merger 

was rmpractical, with the end result being no decision. Rather, NPR staff drrected the agencies to 

work together on some sort of restructuring proposal for rnclusron m the January 20 State of the 

Umon message In the meantnne, leaks about Christopher’s support for consobdatron had 

appeared m the press. USAID led the opposrtion to puttmg a specific consolrdatron proposal on 

the table. The interagency effort produced little of substance for mclusron in the State of the 
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Union message.6 Moreover, Bnan Atwood began to go pubhc, giving a senes of speeches and 

interviews starting in late January and contuuung through April drrectly opposmg merger and 

arguing forcefully for a strong foreign assistance budget. On January 27, Gore’s office announced 

that some restructunng of the foreign affarrs agencies would take place, but decided agarnst 

merger of agencies. At tins port, while State personnel had shelved their “offrcral” proposal for 

merger, therr informal contacts with the Whrte House and Congress on the Issue contmued. 

There appeared to be support withm the NSC (Halpenn) and interest in the President’s staff 

(Erskme Bowles) that State conunued to cultrvate. This made Atwood’s Job at public relatrons 

more Qffrcult, as hrs external affairs office launched a counterattack that included press 

placements, speeches, and mterviews. It is hkely that Atwood’s pubhc campargn was directed 

more at the Whrte House, whrch was still agonizing over whether to preempt Helms and propose 

a plan of rts own as part of the State Department authorizatron brll, than rt was to NGOs, private 

contractors and other groups who are AID’s natural constituency and who do support foreign ard 

on the Hill. In the end, OMB broke long-standing precedent and decrded not to send draft 

authonzrng legislatron for the Department of State to the Hill. For its part, the State Department 

receded Into the background and allowed Atwood to carry the publrc burden of an issue that was 

not of hrs makrng.7 

Of course, Sen. Helms would not allow the Secretary of State to be a bystander for long. 

He began hrs campargn with a February 14 Op-Ed piece rn the Washington Post declanng that 

Chnstopher was nght to propose mergmg the foreign affarrs agencies He stated that he would 

support the secretary agarnst bureaucratrc entrenchment ’ On March 15 he drdJust that when he 

announced hrs merger proposal flanked by Ben Grlman and Olympia Snowe (R-Me) It was 

remarkably snnrlar to the “shelved” State plan except for a foundation that would channel funds to 

NGOs. Recognizrng the strong alliance AID normally has with NGOs, this was Helm’s attempt 
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to wm therr support by freeing them from their attachment to AID while guaranteemg them a 

budget (at least for a while) Gilman drd not openly endorse the Helms plan at the press 

conference.’ Privately, however, he had been rn touch with AID officrals encouragrng them to 

make a counterproposal that would save the Agency but allow for the budget savrngs anticipated 

under a more radical reorganrzation.‘” Two weeks of Senate hearings followed (the HIRC had 

been holdrng hearings as well) wrth appearances by Lawrence Eagleburger, Brent Scowcroft, and 

James Baker scheduled. He also sohcrted and publrcrzed letters from George Schulz and 

Alexander Harg (former secretaries of state) supportmg hrs proposal. As hrs own public relatrons 

camparg’n mtensrfied, Whrte House opposrtron became more vocal. However, the issue of 

whether the Admirustratron should offer a counterproposal was under drscussron. Whrle Helms 

held his hearings, the rnteragency atmosphere detenorated as AID, USIA and ACDA accused 

State of contrnurng to work wrth Helms and Grlman staffers rn the fi-arnmg of therr respectrve bills. 

Grlman’s dilemma, having been told ins chairmanshrp was at nsk rf he did not produce a bill, was 

that of generating GOP support for foreign assrstance whrle not giving rn on consohdatron ‘r 

Defeat df the House Initiative: HR 1561 (April-June 1995) 

By Aprrl, it became clear that the issues of reorganrzauon and budget were mseparable. It 

was the pnmary motrve for the Helms and Grlman bills and the Adnnnistratron feared rt would act 

as a drag on being able to get a foreign assistance appropnatron of adequate level to meet 

nunnnum requrrements Bnan Atwood saw this as an opportunity, however, emphasizing in l-us 

speeches the need to preserve the foreign affarrs budget (“the money srde 1s the more sign&ant 

threat to us than the reorgamzatron”) and stressmg less for his audience outside the beltway the 

issue of consolidation of USAID rnto State. He may have believed that preservrng an adequate 

foreign assrstance budget would also work in favor of preserving USAID as an organizatron I2 It 

seemed to be the right conclusron as input from NGOs to both the HIRC and SFRC seemed 
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largely to oppose the foundatron approach in both brlls, meaning Atwood may have convmced 

them they were more vulnerable relymg on Helms and the Republican Congress for their funds 

than on USAID. Moreover, Atwood’s launchmg of the New Partnership Initratrve early m the 

year convinced the NGOs (especially Interactron’s Julia Taft) that AID meant busrness rn its 

stated intentron to channel more AID funds to NGOs and rmprove working relationshrps. At the 

same time, Helms was reveahng that hrs proposal to merge USAID reflected more his antipathy to 

foreign assrstance in general, and not motivated by better foreign policy coordinatron For its part, 

the White House finally decided rn Aprrl that there was to be no drscussion or cooperaaon wrth 

Congress on the merger idea, and no conturgency planmng inside the Adnurnstratron m 

anticipation of possible merger.r3 

Meanwhde, the atuation rn the HIRC was turnrng ugly. Markups were contentrous and at 

one pomt Dan Burton (R-Ind) physrcally threatened a senior USAID official attending one of the 

sessrons Meanwhrle, church organrzatrons, NGOs and the Black Caucus were coming out 

agarnst the HIRC bill (HR 1561) more on the basrs of 1t.s fundrng cuts than on the consohdatron 

issue. Democrats, by and large, decided to hold then opposrtron untrl the bill reached the House 

floor.14 When rt did on May 23, the House found Itself locked in a two-week struggle that few 

GOP leaders expected or wanted. It began with President Clinton threatening to veto the bill in 

us current form. The Presrdent’s lead argument focused on fundrng levels, but at the end of hrs 

statement he referred to the brll’s restricting hrs abrlrty to conduct forergn polrcy as requrred by the 

Constrtutron l5 Secretary of State Christopher, on May 22, had been even more forceful when he 

wrote that the House brll “wages an extraordinary assault on thrs and every future present’s 

constrtutronal authority to manage forergn policy.“r6 Despite the obvrous defection of a maJor 

Israeli lobby group, American Israel Public Affarrs Commntee (AIPAC), which supported the brll 

because of its full funding for economrc assrstance for Israel, m fact, AIPAC-supported 
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Democrats stuck wrth the President. However, ethnic groups representing Irish, Turkrsh and 

Greek rnterests, all of whom stood to gam substantial sums from the brll, supported rt 

Nevertheless, the veto threat and more than 100 mostly Democratrc floor amendments forced 

Grlman to pull the bill from consideratron.‘7 In the aftermath, the New York Times observed that 

the “constrtutronal issue” had obscured the real issue with the brll, and that being numerous other 

pohcy restncuons and dramatrcally reduced fundmg levels that threatened US global leadership.” 

On the other hand, the Waslnngton Post’s Jrm Hoagland asserted that the White House had 

invited the assault on Presrdentral authonty through rts “expehency” driven foreign pohcy. Yet 

even Hoagland admrtted that the veto would “rescue the Repubbcans from the full rrnpact of their 

assault cn the presidency,” and the wrong messages rt would send to the rest of the world l9 It 

was Just thrs type of press involvement that the Adrnnustratron hkely welcomed. It served the 

purpose of pomtrng out to Congress the nsks of becomrng bogged down m a battle over foreign 

pohcy vrsion usmg structural fixes as the means 

Between May 25 and early June negotrations between GOP and Democratrc House 

members were mtense, as was lobbying by AIPAC and other ethnrc groups supportmg the bill. 

For the GOP the drffrcult part was convrncmg fellow Members who had never voted for foreign 

ard that this was a brll they should support Then argument was that the brll would cut ard and 

reform the foreign ard agency, an appealrng mi~.~’ The effort finally yielded passage of HR 156 1 

on June 8 by a veto-proof 222-192 margin with AIPAC Democrats supportrng the Presrdent. 

Whrle the House decided the fate of HR 1561, the SFRC began markup of S SO8 to 

reorganize the forergn affatrs agencres, and ehnunate fundmg authonzation for forergn assrstance 

The vote to approve the brll rn comrruttee was strarght party-lrne with numerous compromises 

(mcluduig one by Sen. Kerry to allow the Adrn.uustratron to propose elnninatrng at least one 

agency) reJected. The brll dropped the foundatron Idea for lack of NGO support. On June 9, the 
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day after HR 1561 passed, the SFRC issued rts commrttee report and the text of S 908. The 

report made clear that the Comnuttee viewed foreign aid as no longer serving US rnterests. The 

brll’s purposes were to m axrmize efficrent use of foreign affairs resources and improve 

management wrthrn the State Department, help balance the budget by the year 2002, and 

strengthen coordmatron of US foreign policy by clarifying the leading role of the Secretary of 

State and abohsh USIA, USAID, and ACDA. Remtegratron of the foreign affairs agencies would 

make therr programs “more responsive to policy” The report made clear that the Comnuttee felt 

compelled to proceed with rts bill despite farIed attempts to engage the Administration rn a 

dialogue to draft a brll. In fact, the comnuttee report cited the Administration as openly 

advocating “delay, derarl, and obfuscate” as its means of dealing wrth the issue, inlcudrng refusal 

to share cost estnnates with the CBO so that the bill could be “scored” for budget purposes2r 

It was dunng the markup that Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass) emerged as the SFRC’s marn 

lurk wrth the Admuustrauon. Actually, Kerry assumed this role wrthout apparent encouragement 

by the White House or USAID. Kerry proposed a compromise substrtute that would have 

allowed the Admuustrauon to save one of the three agencies and proposed slightly different 

amounts for savings over a different tuneframe Thrs amendment had Democratrc support and 

could have formed the basis of a brpartrsan brlI that would have made rt drffrcult for the 

Adn-ntnstratron to “stonewall” the mitiative.7’ GOP members, however, firmly reJected the 

comprotnrse. It was at this Juncture that the issue may have passed from the realm of substance to 

pohtrcs, polarizing the comrruttee and provrding the rrnnority the mcentrve to block the brll on the 

Senate floor. 

EndgaTe: Passage of S 908 but initiative fails (July 1995-April1996) 

On July 26, the Senate took up S 908 wrth the consolrdatron provrsions attached. 

Democrats mounted a f&buster and attempts at cloture failed even with Clarborne Pell (D-RI) 
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voting with the GOP. The feeling rn June among House and Senate comnuttee staffers of both 

parties that the Hrll was wrnmng the issue rn light of the Administratron’s perceived weakness rn 

forergn policy and its unwrlbngness to drscuss polrcy with the Hrll had begun to change Senate 

Democrats succeeded rn castrng the issue as “foreign policy on the cheap” (Sen. Brden), rather 

than frannng the debate around what type of foreign pohcy apparatus the US requrres rn the post- 

Cold War world. Senate consrderatron of S 908 from July 26-August 1 may have represented the 

hrgh watermark of the intrusion of domestrc politrcs into foreign pobcy with the budget being the 

dnvrng force On July 26, President Clinton issued yet another statement reJecting the brI1 as 

“deny(ing) us the resources we need to lead the world,” and “attack(ing) the Presrdent’s 

consumttonal authority to conduct America’s foreign pohcy.” Just as he did with HR 156 1 111 

May, the President vowed to veto S 908 rn its current form and issued that vow Just as debate 

started rn the Senate.23 

After an attempt at cloture failed on August 1, Senate MaJority Leader Robert Dole pulled 

the bill, womed that other more pressing legislatrve items were becomrng backlogged after four 

days of unproductive debate Helms reacted by blarrung the Adnumstration for the gndlock, and 

refusrng to act on Ambassadorial normnations and foreign service prOmOhOnS He also put holds 

on several AID proJects. It 1s Important to note that all thus happened three weeks after House 

Foreign Gperahons Appropnations Subcomrrnttee Charrman Sonny Callahan put together a 

surpnsljlgly strong brpartrsan coalnron to pass a $12 hllron forergn ard appropriahon by a 333-89 

vote. The bill gave greater flexrbrlrty to the Adminrstrahon rn decrdrng how to spend foreign ard 

and restored some funds for econonuc development, especially for Africa. While the 

Admuustrahon was not happy with the brll’s total levels, rt believed that thus was the best forergn 

ard bill it could get from a GOP controlled Congress and, therefore, drd not threaten a veto 24 
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On August 7, word crrculated m Foggy Bottom and on the Hill that State wanted to open 

a dialogue and had approached Helms’s clnef of staff, Bud Nance. Helms viewed this as progress 

and began to consider some nOmnahOnS on August 10. On August 11, Atwood and others 

vehemently protested State’s unilateral approach and rnsisted that any meetrng wrth Helms and hrs 

staff must mclude representatrves of the other foreign affarrs agencies, and Sen. Sarbanes (D&id), 

a strong supporter of the Admmistrahon posrtion. A meeting was for August 16 25 

Whrle thrs exchange was occurnng a secret meehng between Helms, Steve Berry and the 

President occurred on August 11. Erskme Bowles, deputy chref of staff (and a fellow North 

Carolmtin), set up the meehng at Helms’s request. Reportedly, the Rresrdent lrstened to the 

Helms proposal but offered no reaction. Vice President Gore responded wnh the same arguments 

used in his January statement that reJected the idea of consolidahon The meehng ended with 

nothing berng accomphshed, except for the fact that the “rce” had been broken by a face-to-face 

meehng of key decrsron makers. The August 16 meebng with Senate, State, USIA and AID staff 

took place wnh no commitments by the Admunstrahon except to provrde a list of problems wrth 

the Helms brll.26 

On September 19, the foreign aid appropriahons came to the Senate floor. Helms u-red 

twice on September 20 and 28 to attach a new version of hrs brll (one whrch Sen. Kerry had at 

one tune proposed in comrnrttee) to allow the Rresrdent to abohsh two agencies and save one By 

tins hme, McConneh (perhaps remembering his brusque treatment by Helms rn January) made rt 

clear he did not wash to have reorganrzahon attached to an apprOprlahOnS brll He negotrated 

language wrth Helms on September 20 that led Helms to thmk that rf the Adnunistrahon did not 

subnnt a merger plan by March 3 1,1996, then consohdahon would automahcahy take place. 

However, the amendment was more pernussrve and Helms’s staff did not realrze thus untrl the next 

day. When Helms med to attach hrs amendment agarn on September 28, some rn the White 
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House and Senate Democrats began to sense that the issue was becornmg so bogged down that a 

free-standing up or down vote on the issue might settle (and krll) the issue once and for all On 

Septem b er 29, the Senate accepted that strategy and the appropriahons brll to passed containmg 

both fundrng levels and condrhons that the Admirustration found acceptable Passage of that 

spendrng bill, however, effechvely severed the lurk between budget and consolrdahon.” 

During early October as the Admmistrahon struggled with developrng a posrhon on S 908. 

OMB argued to use dollar figure cuts and not propose abolishrng a set number of agencies. Only 

State objected to this Gore met wrth Kerry the next week as Kerry sought guidance on how to 

handle negohations with Helms to amve at a manager’s amendment to S 908 that the 

Adrrnnistrahon would not veto Those meehngs were mconclusrve and Kerry went into talks wrth 

Helms wrthout a real brief. Those talks rapidly drsrntegrated on October 18 as Kerry offered 

dollar reduchons rather than ehmrnating specific agencies, and proposed changing some other 

provrsions. Helms, angry at the backpedalmg, froze ambassadorial nominahons the next day 28 

By October 31 he had also gamed Senator Dole’s approval to hold up extension of authonty for 

the PLO office to operate m the US because the Adnurustration would not negohate over 

consolrdatron of the foreign affarrs agencies. However, on November 2, Dole reversed hunself, 

clearly womed about the impact thus move would have on Middle East peace.29 

At this pomt, it appeared the issue should have lost rts power However, Kerry contmued 

to negotiate wrth Helms, finally agreeing on $17 brllron in budget reduchons from FY 95 enacted 

figures, wrth set percentages on how much could come from specrfic accounts, and specific staff 

cuts by Agency The Wlnte House, perhaps puzzled why Kerry persrsted rn seelung a 

compromrse on an issue where the momentum was runnlng agarnst Helms, undercut Kerry and 

disavowed the deal. On November 17, SFRC Republicans closed ranks and sent Kerry a letter 

supporting Hehns3’ Undaunted, Kerry conhnued to hold talks wnh Helms through December 5. 
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Agreement was finally reached to rnclude severance pay for USIA employees in 1995 to the base 

calculatron for the $1.7 billion cut, a move that, rromcally, assured that USAID and USIA would 

sull exist after four years by absorbrng only $450 m&on II-I cuts between them (a figure they 

would likely reach 111 any event).31 The agreement, whrch was substanhally more pernussive than 

Helms’s origrnal proposal, was announced on December 8, thereby cleanng 18 ambassadonal 

nonnnauons and achons on a number of treaties On December 14, the Helms-Kerry manager’s 

amendment to S 908 passed by a vote of 82-16. 

Although the story should end here, rt does not The foreign ard appropnahons process 

conhnued to follow a tortured path 111 January and February over abortion language and attempts 

arose from time to time to attach the consohdahon language to contrnuing resoluhons, moves 

which the appropnahons committees reJected When HR 1561 and S 908 were conferenced, 

however, the Helms-Kerry deal fell apart as the conferees (rncludmng Helms and Grlman) agreed to 

a merger plan that abolished the three agencies but allowed the presrdent to warve two of them 

The House passed the conference report on March 12, the Senate passed it on March 28, and the 

President vetoed rt on April 12. The House sustamed the veto on Apnl30. 

Why dikl the initiative to consolidate the foreign affairs agencies fail? 

A number of complex organizahonal, bureaucrahc, pohcy and personahty factors explarn 

why Congress farled to force a merger of the foreign affarrs agencies. Based on press analysrs and 

rntervrews of key players in both the executive and legislahve branches, several key ones emerge 

l Organzzatzonai Congress was unable to form a brpartisan and insutuhonal coabhon to 

mandate change rn the foreign affarrs organrzahonal structure. Turf battles between 

authorizahon and appropnauon cornmrttees ultnnately derarled any support appropriahons 

committee and subcomnuttee charrmen nught have offered in the end. Ultimately, 

apprbpnatrons subcornmrttees in charge of the 150 account reahzed that the Helms and 
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Gilman consohdahon plans would either elmunate or sharply curtail their lunsdichon over 

foretgn assrstance. This, combmed wrth the pressure in late 1995 and early 1996 to pass 

appropnations brlls rn the face of conhnued government-wrde shutdowns, compelled 

appropnahons committee and subcommntee chamnen to grve pnonty to passrng spendmg 

brlls and to keep these bills clean of contenhous polrcy issues. Wrthrn the SFRC, the lost 

opportunity in May 1995 for Kerry and Helms to negohate a compromise dunng markup that 

would have been closer to the Helms proposal than the one Helms finally agreed to in 

December, moved the issue from substance to pohtics rn short order. Thrs outcome played 

out rn stnct parhsan votrng on foreign affairs appropnations brlls and consohdahon proposals. 

It also resulted m parlramentary maneuvers that frustrated quack debate and votes on forergn 

affarrs restructuring, part~ularly rn the Senate, thereby threatemng other more important parts 

of the legislahve calendar. 

Bureaucratzc The entue eighteen month struggle over the Issue of consohdahon was a 

textbook study 111 bureaucrahc mfightrng and maneuvenng by Sen. Helms and Bnan Atwood 

to garn the upper-hand wrth decwron-makers and pubhc opunon. Sen. Helms sought to 

compel Rep Grlman to pass foreign affairs consolrdahon legislation through back-channel 

contacts with Speaker Grngnch Helms also walled off his committee’s Junsdichon from 

mvolvement by the appropnators (e.g., Sen McConnell) and used hrs power to hold up 

ambassadonal nonunahons and treaties to coerce the admuustrahon rnto some form of 

consohdahon plan He used the pubhc arena by invrtrng ex-Secretanes of State and key 

members of the foreign pohcy elite to subrrut testunomals supportrng hrs plan And he tried to 

undercut USAID support among NGOs and unrversnies by proposmg a separate foundahon 

to finance then- efforts US AID Admrnrstrator Bnan Atwood fought a rear-guard achon 

agarnst Secretary of State Chnstopher and his key set-nor staff to prevent further development 

13 



of consolidahon plans for presentation to the NPR and White House. Despite eventual public 

statements by Christopher opposrng the Gilman and Helms brlls, Atwood relred on the public 

media at key Junctures to shore up support within the admuustration to keep US AID separate 

l Polzcy Neither the execuhve nor the legrslahve branch based its respechve posrhons on 

clearly drawn policy visrons laymg out Amencan strategrc pnorihes rn a post-Cold War world 

Rather, the executive branch played the conshtuhonal issue, clamnng that the Helms and 

Grlrnan proposals (and budget cuts) would interfere wrth the President’s conshtuhonal 

prerOgahVe to conduct foreign pohcy. Congress drd not Jorn that drscussron but, generally, 

portrayed the plan as being part of deficrt reduchon intended under the Contract wrth 

America Both sides understood that the reorganizahon rssue was an “rnsrde the Beltway” 

fight that would mean httle to voters outside Washmgton Therefore, the structural and 

budget issues were Joined at the hrp for pubhc consumption by both branches. However, over 

hme as the budget and structural issue became de-lrnked under pressure of the appropnahons 

process, the adrnimstrahon’s strategy of “stonewalhng,” refusing to offer alternahve proposals 

for consohdahng USAID, USIA and ACDA or even to discuss the problems of the Helms 

plan rn detail, gamed greater saliency. Recognrzrng how fragmented Congress was over the 

issue (even disageements between G~lman and Helms), the administration reasoned that rts 

more centrahzed control over Its posrtron on thrs matter would ulhmately be decrsrve. 

Tactrcally, that is what happened; however, rt 1s clear that the issue IS far from bemg resolved. 

l Persondrty: It 1s difficult, often dangerous, to reduce the outcome of Important polrtrcal 

confrontahons to personalrty conflicts. However, most mtervrewees agreed that had anyone 

other than Senator Helms been the architect of foreign affarrs agency restructunng it nught 

have fared better The adn-nmstrahon might have engaged XI discussrons earher had rt 

perceived the proponent to have been more reasonable and less eccentric. Once the issue 
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entered the public arena, however, anrmosities that developed between Atwood, on the one 

hand, and Helms and even Christopher, on the other, frustrated ptenhd compromise. 

Conclusion 

President Clrnton’s veto of the Helms/Gilman consohdahon brll was but the first salvo of 

what may become a conhnumg debate on the structure and fundrng of foreign affarrs What was 

rnterestfng in the to and fro between Congress and the admirustration dunng the eighteen month 

penod rn queshon was the lack of an “u-on mangle,” specrfically a robust set of private interests to 

support groups rn both Congress and the admmistrahon in promotmg foreign affarrs restructunng 

Clearly, there were mdrvrduals m the White House, State Department, the House and Senate that 

believe consolidahon would strengthen the foreign affarrs apparatus and achreve srgnrficant budget 

savings. However, NGOs, prrvate contractors and pnvate industry either stayed on the srdehnes 

of the debate, or provided modest support to USAID rn opposmg consohdahon. Although 

AIPAC and vanous ethnic groups supported the Gllman brll, their support was more for the ard 

levels contained rn rt than for the structure it proposed. Despite large amounts of foreign 

assistance contracts going to states whose senators or congressmen served on the relevant 

authonzing committees (e., , * Massachusetts, New York, or Cahforma each of which receives 

from $700-900 nulhon in AID contracts), there was linuted vrsibrhty on the part of those who 

benefit from thrs largesse Pubhc opiruon played an ambiguous role, favoring a US foreign ard 

program m general, but nusrnformed about the levels and behevrng the budget should provide far 

more than rt actually provided FrnalIy, foreign servrce professionals took a low profile. The 

Amencan Foreign Service Assocrahon (AFSA: stayed on the srdelmes, feanng a rupture 1~1 rts 

board between State, USAID, and USIA Ep'eSentahveS rf rt took a posihon on the issue. 

What all this means for the future of tlus Issue 1s unclear However, sources interviewed 

for thrs paper agree that the taChCS the adrrnnistrahon used rn 1995-1996 may not work agarn. 
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Moreover, the contendmg pties m the authonzing and appropnating committees may have 

learned more about theu respechve Interests in this issue to perrmt a more effechve merging of 

mterests the next hme around 
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